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We explored how individuals high in narcissism maintained positive selfevaluations when faced with threats from romantic partners, and the role of attentiveness
to attractive alternatives in self-evaluation maintenance. Participants and their romantic
partners completed surveys measuring narcissism, closeness, attention to alternative
partners, and IQ tests. They were given false feedback concerning their performance on
the IQ tasks in relation to their partners, then asked to take additional surveys measuring
closeness change.
Ultimately, there was no significant connection between narcissism and reduction
of closeness following a threat. Attention to alternative partners did not act as a mediator
between narcissism and closeness reduction. Couples-level analyses yielded that couples
with higher narcissism reported lower closeness. There was also a significant narcissism
by condition interaction, with highly narcissistic couples in the non-threat condition
reporting lower closeness scores than highly narcissistic couples who were in the threat
condition. Limitations and future directions are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION
Self-evaluations, or appraisals of the self and the self’s performances, are
incredibly important to humans. It is through self-evaluations that people derive selfesteem and the sense of self-worth (Brown, Dutton, & Cook, 2001; Crocker & Wolfe,
2001). Self-evaluations are closely linked to self-esteem. Self-esteem influences
individuals’ lives so heavily, and therefore people attempt to behave in ways that will
maintain or increase our self-evaluations and bolster self-esteem (Tesser, 1988).
Individuals’ self-evaluations are particularly affected by other people, as they compare
their performances to other people’s performances. Comparing the self to others can
either help or hurt self-evaluations, depending on who individuals are comparing
themselves to and the qualities of the task (Tesser 1985, 1986, 1988). Many other factors
might influence self-evaluations and how individuals maintain them; one such personality
factor is sub-clinical narcissism. In this work, ‘narcissism’ refers to a personality trait
marked by exaggerated self-esteem, high self-evaluations, and a lack of interest in
interpersonal connections. Narcissists may entirely disregard others’ feelings to bolster
their own self-evaluations. Here narcissism was defined as scoring above the sample
average on the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (Raskin & Hall, 1988), and does not
refer to people who have been diagnosed with Narcissistic Personality Disorder (NPD) as
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per the guidelines of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (5th ed.;
DSM-V, American Psychiatric Association, 2014).
Narcissists’ self-evaluations are particularly intriguing, as they have to make
greater efforts to maintain their extreme appraisals compared to individuals low in
narcissism. Narcissists tend to have absence of close connections with friends or romantic
partners (Twenge & Campbell, 2009). Since narcissistic people have higher, more
unrealistic self-esteems (John & Robins, 1994; Twenge & Campbell, 2009), they require
constant maintenance of these high appraisals and more positive self-evaluations than
individuals lower in narcissism. Narcissists usually fail to have deep, meaningful
connections compared to those lower in narcissism (Twenge & Campbell, 2009). It is,
therefore, realistic to suggest that since sustaining self-evaluation is dependent on other
people, narcissists might maintain high self-evaluations differently than people with
lower degrees of narcissism. Research has shown that, when compared to those low in
narcissism, high narcissists tend to reduce closeness to these friends in efforts to maintain
high self-esteem (e.g., Nicholls & Stukas, 2011).
In this study, there are a number of definitions that are important to understanding
our background, purpose, and results. First, self-evaluations refer to how one views the
self in respect to goals and tasks, and how one judges one’s own abilities, performances,
and characteristics (Brown et al., 2001). When making self-evaluations, the tasks can
determine certainty, or how sure one is that he or she can perform tasks, and relevance,
importance of tasks to one’s self-worth (Tesser, 1985). Social comparison threat is the
potential for others to negatively affect one’s self-evaluations (Tesser, 1985;1986). When
competing against someone, individuals can engage in comparison, or judgment of one’s
2

own performance based on another’s performance, or reflection, a more positive selfevaluation driven by association with the successful other (Tesser, 1985;1986;1988).
When individuals perform poorly on tasks, they have two strategies to help maintain
positive self-evaluations. The first is reduction of relevance, which is the diminishing of
the relevance of a task to one’s self (Tesser, 1985; 1986; 1988). The other is closeness
reduction, lessening of one’s perceived closeness to another as the result of a social
comparison threat (Tesser, 1985; 1986; 1988); this strategy will the focus of our study.
Some individual factors might impact self-evaluations and SEM strategy. High
narcissism (or narcissism) is a personality trait defined by scoring higher than the sample
mean on the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Hall, 1988). Low
narcissism is a personality trait defined by scoring lower than the sample mean on the
NPI. These definitions are consistent with research conducted by Foster (2008). In this
sample, the sample mean was 17.16. Additionally, attentiveness to attractive alternatives,
the amount of attention that one pays to potential alternative romantic partners (Miller,
1997), might impact SEM, especially closeness.
This study applied self-evaluation maintenance theory (Tesser, 1985) in an effort
to expand understanding of narcissists, their romantic relationships, and interpersonal
threats within those relationships. Through an experimental study of college
undergraduates, we examined how narcissists responded to the threat of comparison from
their romantic partners, as well as how strongly narcissists reduce closeness to their
romantic partners. Lastly, we evaluated a potential mediator that may impact how
narcissists reduce closeness: availability of attractive alternatives.
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SELF-EVALUATIONS AND SELF-EVALUATION MAINTENANCE MODEL
Self-Evaluation Maintenance (SEM) Model
Self-evaluations guide self-regulation, as humans rarely change future behaviors
without first reviewing current behaviors (Taylor, Neter, & Wayment, 1995). Selfevaluations, while not the same as self-esteem, are the “building blocks” of self-esteem
(Pelham & Swann, 1989, p. 673). Self-esteem refers to feelings of worthiness and
confidence in the self, whereas self-evaluations help one derive self-esteem (Baumeister,
1999). Self-evaluations aid in the development of self-esteem and can be used to protect
and rebuild damaged self-worth (Brown et al., 2001; Crocker & Wolfe, 2001). Positive
self-evaluations are linked with higher self-esteem, while negative self-evaluations are
associated with lower self-esteem (Brown, 1986).
Because self-evaluations are so closely linked to self-worth, humans attempt to
behave in ways that will maintain or increase self-evaluations (Tesser, 1985; 1988).
Through the processes of reflection and comparison, others can help or threaten one’s
self-evaluation, depending on how close the other is and how well both perform on a
task. It appears that for the most part, friends and romantic partners have similar impacts
on one’s self evaluation, although there are some exceptions in the case of highly
committed or married dyads (e.g., Beach et al., 1998; Beach et al., 1996; O’Mahen,
Beach, & Tesser, 2000). Further, certainty of one’s ability to complete a task and
4

relevance of the task to the self both play roles in how one views the self. The SelfEvaluation Maintenance (SEM) model (Tesser, 1985, 1986, 1988), suggests the methods
by which humans maintain realistic self-evaluation and describes the effects that other
people can have on one’s self-evaluation.
Tesser’s (1985, 1986, 1988) SEM model states that people are motivated to
constantly maintain positive self-evaluations, and will evaluate themselves positively or
negatively based on their performances on various tasks. Two aspects of a task affect
self-evaluations: certainty and relevance. Certainty, one’s confidence in his or her ability
to complete a task, influences the threat one feels when performing a behavior (Tesser
1985, 1986, 1988). If one is certain about the act he or she is doing, and confident about
the outcome, his or her self-evaluation will be less threatened by comparison to others
(Tesser, 1985; 1986; 1988). In contrast, if one is uncertain about the act, his or her selfevaluation faces more threat from others. Relevance is how valuable a task is to a
person’s self-esteem (Tesser, 1985). Good performance on a self-relevant task or certain
task will lead to higher self-evaluation, while poor performance on a task of selfrelevance or certainty will lead to lower self-evaluation (Tesser, 1985; 1986; 1988).
Although made by the self, one’s self-evaluations are influenced by outside
sources, namely other people (Tesser, 1985). They can sometimes be impacted by
strangers, but are most strongly affected by close others: family, friends, or lovers. Close
others may be particularly influential because of their frequency of contact. Since close
others are in contact more than a stranger or casual acquaintance, there are more
opportunities for comparison (Tesser, 1985). Others’ successes may lead to elevated selfevaluation because of the process of reflection, which occurs when one’s close other
5

outperforms him or her on some relevant task (Tesser, 1985, 1986, 1988). One basks in
his or her friend’s reflected glory, letting the other person’s success affect one’s selfesteem, simply by association with the other (Tesser, 1985). However, constant contact
can also lead to the process of social comparison, an assessment of one’s performance in
contrast to that of another. Comparison can either positively or negatively impact one’s
self-evaluation, depending on the close other’s performance in any area. In this paper, we
refer to the potential for others to affect one’s self-evaluations as social comparison
threat, or simply threat. As in the original Tesser (1980) paradigms, we manipulated
social comparison threat by having participants compare themselves to significant others
on self-relevant tasks. These tasks were different than Tesser’s (1985) original task, but
still highly self-relevant. This is crucial in establishing that social comparison threat
affects narcissists differently than non-narcissists.
The SEM model (Tesser, 1985) predicts that the aspects of certainty and
relevance interact to produce either reflection or comparison. Tesser (1988) found that if
one’s close other outshines him or her on a task that one is certain about, he or she is less
likely to make a negative evaluation and potentially may lead to a higher self-evaluation
due to reflected glory. That same other’s outperformance on a task one feels uncertain
about is more likely to lead to a more negative self-appraisal (Pleban & Tesser, 1981).
Pleban and Tesser (1981) found that a negative self-evaluation can also arise from
another’s outperformance on a task that one finds self-relevant. They found that those
who believed performance on trivia questions was highly relevant to the self had a
decreased self-evaluation when outperformed, as the reflection process does not occur
(Pleban and Tesser, 1981). Further, even high performance in an unrelated area may
6

invite comparison and cause a decreased self-evaluation. In contrast, outperformance in
an area that is not self-relevant leads to reflection and a more positive self-evaluation
(Tesser, 1985, 1988). Depending on the situation one is in, certainty and relevance can
have mixed effects on self-evaluation maintenance.
Because humans are innately motivated to maintain high self-evaluations, they
have strategies to do so. When one is outperformed and this threat of social comparison
occurs, there are two ways that the threat can be reduced and a high self-evaluation can
be maintained. The first way is closeness reduction: decreasing perceived closeness with
the other person (Tesser & Campbell, 1982). Tesser and Campbell (1982) found that
when participants were outperformed on self-relevant tasks by friends, this lowered their
positive perceptions of those friends. Likewise, Pleban and Tesser (1981) found that
participants who were outperformed by a confederate on highly relevant tasks reported
less closeness to the confederate. In both findings, this distancing serves to prevent
continued threat.
The second approach is reduction of relevance: diminishing the importance and
relevance of the task at hand (Tesser & Paulhus, 1983). After a failure, one might believe
the behavior is not key to high self-worth, and that he or she is still a successful person.
Tesser and Paulhus (1983) conducted a study of undergraduate men, aiming to find if
one’s performance compared to another’s would influence the relevance of a task. They
found that whenever a participant was outperformed, he was likely to report that the task
was less relevant than if he outperformed the other person (Tesser & Paulhus, 1983).
Participants distanced the tasks from their self-definitions, thus making it less influential
to their self-evaluations (Tesser & Paulhus, 1983). While it seems unlikely that people
7

would use both strategies at the same time, there has been little research done to show
that this is the case.
More than Friends: How SEM Applies to Romantic Relationships
Although SEM (Tesser, 1985) maintains that any close other can serve as a threat,
questions arise as to whether some close others, such as romantic partners, matter more
than different close individuals, like friends. There may be differences between friends
and romantic partners, because the relationship dynamics between friends and romantic
partners are not the same. It is suggested that romantic partners serve as attachment
figures and secure bases (Hazan & Zeifman, 1999). Although friendships may be safe
havens for people to turn to, they do not have this same significance that romantic
relationships do (Cassidy, 1999; Furman, 2001). Mendolia, Beach, and Tesser (1996)
note that in Tesser’s (e.g. 1985, 1986, 1988) original works, he mostly studied close
friends, not romantic partners. Thereby, the original SEM model (Tesser, 1985) was
based on the effects one’s friends have on self-evaluations. Thus, people react to social
comparison threat from friends as described in the prior section. But is it any different for
romantic partners?
Work regarding SEM and romantic partners takes into account one’s desires to
maintain not only one’s own positive self-evaluations, but also those of the romantic
partner (Mendolia et al., 1996). For couples in early stages of a romantic relationship, or
those dating without serious commitment, the original SEM model fits (Beach et al.,
1998; Fincham & Beach, 1999). However, for highly committed or married couples,
SEM seems to depend on both the relevance of a task to both partners (Beach et al., 1998;
Fincham & Beach, 1999). Collectively, Beach and colleagues (1998), Fincham and
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Beach (1999), and Mendolia et al. (1996) found that couples who were dating were more
likely to try and maintain their own self-evaluations when faced with tasks that were
relevant to both partners, as opposed to married couples, who were likely to support both
their own self-evaluations and those of their partners.
The difference between less committed and highly committed couples seems to be
that one partner tends to distort his or her perceptions of the other partner’s success or
failure, so to keep his or her own positive self-evaluation as well as lift that of the partner.
Partners also seem to structure their behaviors in such a way that negative comparisons
are minimized for both members of the dyad (Beach et al., 1996). True to the original
SEM model (Tesser, 1985), one spouse will report a more positive evaluation when he or
she outperforms his or her partner on a task, particularly if the task is self-relevant; he or
she tends to report less positive (but positive, nonetheless) feelings when the task was
also relevant to the spouse’s evaluation (Mendolia et al., 1996). Commitment and
interdependence within couples increase sympathy between the dyad members, while
lessening the positive emotions and increased self-evaluations associated with
outperforming one’s partner (Beach et al., 1998). Thus, there are slight differences
between how one reacts to social comparison threat from friends as opposed to romantic
partners.
Narcissists, Their Relationships, and the Application of SEM
Although there are differences between friends and romantic partners, these
dissimilarities do not predict which SEM strategy someone will use (closeness reduction
versus reduction of task relevance). One factor that may influence strategy choice is one’s
level of narcissism (Morf and Rhodewalt, 1993; 2001). People who are high in
9

measurable levels of narcissism tend to think more highly of themselves than those with
low levels of narcissism, and overestimate their abilities, believing they deserve to be
famous and successful (Twenge & Campbell, 2009). Self-centered, high narcissists focus
more on their own selves than on others (Campbell, Brunell, & Finkel, 2006; Twenge &
Campbell, 2009). The more narcissistic one is, the more inflated his or her self-esteem. It
is important to note, however, that high self-esteem and narcissism can be independent of
one another. Self-esteem is the worthiness one feels and the confidence one has in the
self, which springs from positive and negative self-evaluations (Brown, Dutton, & Cook,
2001). One can have high self-esteem, make many positive self-evaluations, but not be
narcissistic. The difference can be seen in one salient quality: narcissists do not value
having close connections with others, while people who are just high in self-esteem can
care about others and form close bonds (Campbell, Rudich, & Sedikides, 2002).
Campbell, Rudich, and Sedikides (2002) discovered that although narcissists and those
high in self-esteem both scored high on self-esteem scales, those who were only high in
self-esteem were more likely to report more communally-oriented traits and hold more
positive views of their romantic partners. Narcissists appeared to value more self-oriented
traits and thought themselves better than romantic partners (Campbell, Rudich, &
Sedikides, 2002).
Additionally, those high in narcissism are less able to connect with others and
have difficulty identifying with them (Watson, Grisham, Trotter, & Biderman, 1984).
Watson, Grisham, Trotter, and Biderman (1984) found that people high in narcissism felt
less empathy for others than those low in narcissism. A lack of empathy demonstrates a
difficulty in feeling concerned for someone else’s troubles, and suggests that narcissists
10

are willing to do what it takes to maintain their own high self-evaluations and selfesteem. Indeed, Morf and Rhodewalt (1993) found that narcissists, compared to nonnarcissists, were willing to derogate others and ignore others’ feelings in order to keep
their self-esteems high. Both need to maintain and boost self-evaluations; narcissists
generally do this by exploiting their close others, while non-narcissists do not derogate
close others to improve their appraisals.
Indeed, one prominent characteristic of those high in narcissism is their lack of
interest in many close connections–friendships and romantic relationships (Twenge &
Campbell, 2009). In their friendships, narcissists tend to be insensitive and exploitative
(Campbell et al., 2006). They display hostility towards successful others who have
nothing to offer them (Ashton-James & Levordashka, 2013). When they experience
failure, or if their self-evaluations are threatened by others, they tend to react with rage,
humiliation, and even aggression (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001; Rhodewalt & Morf, 1998).
They may even socially reject others who threaten their self-evaluations and their high
self-esteems. To prevent lowered assessments, narcissists seek to surround themselves
with others who bolster these and confirm how great they believe they are (Campbell et
al., 2006; Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). In many ways, narcissists’ self-esteems are fragile,
since they require so much more self-evaluation maintenance than those lower in
narcissism. Without the self-evaluations necessary to maintain such high self-esteems,
narcissists grow angry and hostile towards others (Morf & Rhodewalt, 1998). To keep
their high self-esteems, narcissists are constantly struggling to maintain their positive
self-evaluations and react poorly to threats (Campbell, et al., 2006). When it comes to
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maintaining self-evaluations, narcissists are more at risk for social comparison threat
(Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001).
This increased risk is due to narcissists’ likelihood to compare themselves to
others frequently. Narcissists need to continually compare themselves to other people in
order to maintain their sense of superiority (Krizan & Bushman, 2011). Krizan and
Bushman (2011) found that narcissists, as opposed to low narcissists with high selfesteem, made more frequent social comparisons to others. Additionally, social
comparisons often resulted in erroneous beliefs that the narcissist was better off than to
whom he or she was comparing himself or herself (Krizan & Bushman, 2011).
It may be hard to believe that narcissists can have relationships if they are
constantly comparing themselves to others, trying to enhance the self, and believing
themselves superior to everyone else. However, it is difficult for narcissists to have
enduring, close relationships (Paulhus, 1998). Narcissists can be incredibly attractive and
tend to be viewed favorably by others on first contact, but this intrigue dwindles in
subsequent interactions (Paulhus, 1998). Nonetheless, a good initial impression allows
narcissists to find friends easily. Those high in narcissism use approach goals when
finding and keeping friends; that is, they focus on the positive outcomes, which in
narcissists’ cases are their new friends’ positive opinions (Foster, Misra, & Reidy, 2009;
Foster & Trimm, 2008; Jonason & Schmitt, 2012). Foster et al. (2009) showed that when
it comes to social situations, narcissists report having goals to promote positive
interactions among their friends. Thus, they are motivated by approach goals. By using
this approach orientation with friends, narcissists can ensure that there are always buddies
around to boost their self-evaluations and thus their self-esteems.
12

Although narcissists employ an approach orientation when maintaining
friendships, they use avoidance goals while in romantic relationships (Campbell et al.,
2006). Simply, they evade negative outcomes such as failure and not standing out.
Narcissists are not worried about making their partners happy with positive outcomes
from their interactions (Campbell et al., 2006). They only worry that their romantic
partners make them look good, and avoid appearing inferior (Campbell et al., 2006).
Campbell et al. (2006) found that narcissists have less concern with their partners’ wellbeing and only worry about how they can benefit from romantic encounters. This lack of
caring for their partners and obsession with enhancing the self demonstrates that they
employ an avoidance orientation to maintaining romantic relationships.
Narcissists look to date others who will increase and maintain their high selfesteems. Their romantic partners do this through the processes of admiration or
identification (Campbell, 1999). Through admiration, romantic partners inflate the
narcissist’s high self-esteem by providing him or her with praise that reinforces his or her
self-esteem. In other words, the partner thinks the narcissist is wonderful, and tells him or
her so. Identification with a high-status, good-looking partner can also bolster a
narcissist’s self-evaluations (Campbell, 1999). The narcissist thinks, “My partner is
popular and hot; therefore, I must also be popular and hot to attract such a desirable
lover.” Narcissists’ relationships are one-sided, with focus on the narcissists, and tend to
be shallow, emotionally void, and short-term (Campbell et al., 2006).
The insincere nature of narcissists’ relationships shows their true purpose: selfenhancement. Narcissists, with their inflated egos, often believe that they are the most
attractive potential romantic partners and can enter into romantic encounters with anyone
13

who is just as desirable as they believe themselves to be (Foster, 2008). These
relationships then serve to provide additional ego boosts and create better selfevaluations. However, because of the self-enhancing nature of these encounters, those
high in narcissism can be insensitive to their partners’ needs (Foster, 2008). They may
also have avoidant attachments (Foster, 2008; Gjerde, Onishi, & Carlson, 2004), and will
play games in their romantic relationships. This results from the ludus love style that
those high in narcissism may display, and they may seek out more than one romantic
partner at once (Campbell et al., 2006; Campbell, Foster, & Finkel, 2002; Jonason &
Kavanaugh, 2010; Miller, Gentile, & Campbell, 2013; Rohmann, Neumann, Herner, &
Bierhoff, 2012). They are inclined to play games. More successful games and more
partners equal increased self-evaluations and therefore increased self-esteem. The
insensitivity, game-playing, and multiple partners mean that narcissists have difficult
times maintaining romantic relationships in the long term due to their lowered
commitment to their romantic partners (Foster, 2008).
The particulars of narcissists’ relationships beget questions as to how narcissists’
self-evaluation maintenance differs from non-narcissists. Compared to non-narcissists,
narcissists tend to overestimate their abilities to do tasks, even tasks that are unimportant
or do not have much meaning to them (Farwell & Wohlwend-Lloyd, 1998). Farwell and
Wohlwend-Lloyd (1998) found that those high in narcissism rated their abilities to
perform a laboratory interdependence task (the task had no implications for one’s abilities
compared to others) as better than other people. Likewise, John and Robbins (1994)
found that narcissistic students in an MBA program were more likely to report that their
in-class contributions were are more impactful and thoughtful than those of other
14

students. Narcissists constantly need to make positive self-evaluations to maintain their
high self-esteems, and to do so, they look to derive self-evaluations from everything they
do (Campbell, 1999). Therefore, most tasks, no matter how mundane, become selfrelevant.
As well, narcissists have superficial relationships, and lack close connections to
others (Twenge & Campbell, 2009). Since narcissists make most tasks relevant and lack
close relationships, this suggests that narcissists would favor the closeness reduction
strategy over the reduction of relevance strategy. That is, narcissists may be more likely
to perceive their closeness to better-performing partners as lower, rather than perceive
that tasks are irrelevant to their self-evaluations. South, Oltmanns, and Turkheimer
(2003) found that the extent to which participants derogated better-performing others was
best predicted by their levels of narcissism.
These results (South et al., 2003) hinted at the possibility that narcissists may be
more likely to derogate others when outperformed. These results have been supported
with minimal evidence (e.g., Kernis & Sun, 1994). When told by a confederate that they
performed poorly on tasks, narcissists have been found to view the evaluating
confederate as less competent and likeable (Kernis & Sun, 1994). This suggests that in
order to maintain their positive self-evaluations, narcissists depreciate individuals who
are involved in the tasks they are completing. Research has also shown that narcissists are
likely to derogate their romantic partners as well (Peterson & DeHart, 2014). When in
conflict with their partner, individuals high in narcissism were observed to display more
negative behaviors toward their significant others, such as criticizing and name-calling
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(Peterson & DeHart, 2014). Further, this study also found that after a conflict, high
narcissists felt less committed to their partners (Peterson & DeHart, 2014).
However, these results must be interpreted with caution; narcissists are likely to
become hostile when outperformed (e.g., Bushman and Baumeister, 1998; Morf &
Rhodewalt, 1998). It could be that their levels of hostility and the appearance of closeness
reduction are related, both originating from narcissists’ reactions to being outperformed.
A hit to a narcissist’s self-evaluation by another causes the narcissist to then blame the
other for shaming her or him, and causes the narcissist to see the other as not being a
good friend or significant other. Thus, closeness reduction happens. However, the blame
that narcissists lay upon others is highly linked to anger and hostility (Twenge &
Campbell, 2003). Therefore, it seems that closeness reduction and hostility are
intertwined.
Narcissists and SEM Model
When the SEM model (Tesser, 1985) is applied, it is plausible that narcissists
would be more likely to report reduced closeness with another when outperformed.
Narcissists have inflated self-esteems that are contingent on success in all domains and
positive feedback from others (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). In addition, threats from others
to narcissists’ self-esteems elicit angry responses (Campbell et al., 2006; Twenge &
Campbell, 2003). It is logical to believe that they will derogate relationships with others
when others pose threats to their high self-evaluations. As well, they constantly struggle
to balance their desire to focus solely on themselves with a desire to collect others who
will confirm their beliefs that they are special. Therefore, when faced with threats from
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others, narcissists will see the others as not confirming their beliefs, and so will believe
those individuals are not worthy of being close others.
More recent research (Nicholls & Stukas, 2011) looked at narcissists’ reactions to
threats from close family and friends. Recent research shows that narcissists do reduce
closeness to their friends when faced with the threat of social comparison (Nicholls &
Stukas, 2011). In a two-part study of 40 undergraduates, participants selected close others
to complete the study with them (Nicholls & Stukas, 2011). Most participants (n = 24)
chose their closest friends. At Time 1, participants and their partners completed online
surveys containing the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Hall, 1988), the
Relationship Closeness Inventory (RCI; Berscheid, Snyder, & Omoto, 1989), and the
Competitive Spirit Questionnaire (CSQ; Collins, 2006), a bogus scale. Participants were
told that this survey was designed to measure personality effects on task performance,
and that they would be compared to their friends based on scores on the CSQ (Collins,
2006).
At Time 2, assuming that their close others would be coming in separately,
participants only were asked to come to the lab to receive the results of their studies. Half
of the participants were assigned to the “threat” condition, and were told that their friend
had significantly outperformed them on the CSQ (Collins, 2006) and would be far more
successful than they. The other half were in the “non-threat” condition and were told that
they had performed just as well as their friends, and both would be equally successful.
All participants completed the RCI (Berscheid et al., 1989) once more after they were
given their scores. Results showed that highly narcissistic participants who were in the
threat condition were more likely to reduce closeness with their close others from Time 1
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to Time 2 than were those who scored lower on the NPI (Raskin & Hall, 1988). For
anyone in the non-threat condition, regardless of level of narcissism, closeness was not
significantly reduced or increased.
One gap left by this work (Nicholls & Stukas, 2011), which we aimed to fill, is
whether narcissists would reduce closeness to romantic partners identical to friends. A
majority of the sample used by Nicholls and Stukas (2011) chose friends as their close
others, and therefore this result may not be applicable to how narcissists react to threats
from romantic partners. We believed there could be differences between these different
groups because of how narcissists create connections with them.
Narcissists tend to be approach-oriented in regards to friends, and avoidance-oriented in
regards to romantic partners (Foster, Misra, & Reidy, 2009; Foster & Trimm, 2008;
Jonason & Schmitt, 2012). Because narcissists care about positive outcomes from being
with their friends and only try to avoid negative outcomes when with romantic partners,
threats from friends may cause the narcissists to react differently than threats from lovers.
With approach goals towards keeping friends, narcissists’ only care about having fun and
having their self-esteems reinforced. Once they stop having fun, and stop getting positive
feedback from their friends, narcissists become bored and are no longer motivated to
keep those friends. With romantic partners, narcissists only care about avoiding bad
situations and maintaining good appearances. Because they are worried about their own
self-images, they may be less motivated to exit romantic relationships, if the relationships
still suit their concept-boosting needs. Foster et al (2009) suggested that a stronger
emphasis on avoidance goals may serve to sustain narcissists’ romantic relationships.
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These differing approaches towards romantic relationships and friendships may cause
narcissists to reduce closeness to romantic partners more than friends.
Attractive Alternatives as a Mediator
Studies of narcissists’ relationships hint at a potential mediator between one’s
level of narcissism and how one reacts to social comparison threat from a close other:
attractive alternatives. Several studies (Campbell et al., 2006; Campbell & Foster, 2002)
note that narcissists tend to report more alternative romantic partners than those low in
narcissism, which suggests that they pay more attention to potential others than nonnarcissists. Campbell and Foster (2002) have explored quality of alternatives in
connection to narcissism and commitment. They found that the link between commitment
and narcissism is primarily mediated by quality of alternatives; the more alternatives a
narcissist reports, the lower her or his commitment to her or his romantic relationship
(Campbell and Foster, 2002). It seems that narcissists are always looking for better deals,
(Campbell & Foster, 2002) or other people who are worthy of being narcissists’
significant others, despite the numbers of partners they have. However, since narcissists
depend on their romantic partners to give them admiration and continue to boost their
self-esteem, it may be detrimental for narcissists to leave the relationship. It is better to be
in romantic relationships and getting admiration from unworthy individuals than not
getting any admiration at all. If narcissists do not have any attractive alternatives, they
may stay in their relationships to continue getting the admiration they think they deserve.
If narcissists have attractive alternatives, they are likely to cut their losses, dissolve their
current relationships, and go find others who will be admiring.
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Overall, the attention paid to alternative romantic partners has been shown to be
significantly related to the commitment narcissists have to romantic relationships
(Campbell et al., 2006). Commitment to a relationship is reciprocally related to closeness
of the dyad in the relationship (Berscheid et al. 1989). Several studies (e.g., Agnew, Van
Lange, Rusbult, & Langston, 1998; Berscheid, et al., 1989) have replicated the
correlation between commitment and closeness found by Aron, Aron, and Smollan
(1992), r = .22, p < .01. The closeness (or interdependence) of a pair can predict their
commitment to one another, and their commitment to one another is generally a good
gauge of their closeness (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). We expected that since narcissists’
attentiveness to alternatives affects their levels of commitment, it would also affect their
levels of closeness. Because attention paid to attractive alternatives leads to reduction of
closeness, this suggests that attentiveness to alternatives might mediate the link between
narcissism and closeness.
Hypotheses
Based on our knowledge of SEM (Tesser, 1985) and narcissists’ relationships, we
believed that narcissists may reduce closeness to romantic partners similarly to how they
reduce closeness to their friends (Nicholls & Stukas, 2011). We predicted that the level of
narcissism would impact the changes in closeness depending on whether there is a threat
or no threat. For participants assigned to the threat condition, we predicted that lower
levels of narcissism would lead to slight or no changes in closeness towards romantic
partners. However, as narcissism levels increased, based on Nicholls and Stukas (2011)
work, participants higher in narcissism would more significantly decrease closeness to
their romantic partners. For participants of all narcissism levels in the non-threat
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condition, we did not anticipate there would be a significant change in closeness.
Participants with low levels of narcissism would report no or negligible change in
closeness, while narcissists would also report little change. Narcissists might even report
slightly increased closeness, as they may experience reflected glory of their romantic
partners’ performances, or may believe that since their partners performed similarly, this
is evidence that the partners are good fits for their self-enhancement needs. Moreover, the
higher the level of narcissism, the greater the reduction in closeness would be.
We also predicted that participants’ quality of alternatives for romantic partners
would affect changes in closeness when faced with threat. Because narcissists may
believe they can find new romantic partners with ease, they may be more likely to reduce
closeness to their current romantic partners. Like Campbell and Foster (2002) and Foster
(2008), we believed that quality of attractive alternative partners may mediate the link
between narcissism and reduction of closeness. Based on previous research regarding
narcissism (e.g., Campbell & Foster, 2002), we also believed that higher levels of
narcissism would lead to more perceived alternative romantic partners, which in turn
would be associated with reduced closeness towards one’s current romantic partner. That
is, participants’ perceived closeness levels would not be directly due to their narcissism
levels, but due to attention paid to alternative romantic partners.
Thus, we made the following predictions:
H1: Participants in the threat condition who score higher on narcissism will significantly
decrease closeness to their romantic partners, while those who score lower on
narcissism will have slight or no changes in closeness towards romantic partners.

21

Participants in the non-threat condition will not have significant changes in closeness
for low narcissists or high narcissists.
H2: When threats are present for participants, quality of attractive alternative romantic
partners will influence the link between narcissism and closeness. Higher narcissism will
be associated with participants’ perceptions of high numbers of perceived attractive
alternative romantic partners, which will lead to greater reduction of closeness. Thus,
attentiveness to attractive alternatives will serve as a mediator between narcissism and
reduction of closeness.
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METHOD
Sample
Our final sample was comprised of 224 undergraduate participants at Mississippi
State University, all English-speaking individuals over the age of 18. Before removing
participants, our sample had 112 couples. During data cleaning, five cases were removed
from our data set, as participants did not complete one or many of our measures of
interest; that is, participants failed to complete the narcissism measure, the attentiveness
to alternatives measure, or the closeness measures at one or both times. Two individuals
did not correctly respond to manipulation check questions asking about their scores and
their partners’ scores on the IQ task, so they were removed as well. Thus, our primary
analyses were run with 217 individuals (106 couples and five individuals whose partners’
data had been removed). When conducting our couples’ analyses, we removed all
individuals who had been included in our initial analyses without their partners’ data.
Thus, our couples’ analyses were conducted with 106 couples, or 212 participants.
The sample consisted of 111 women and 106 men. The sample was primarily
White, with 68% identifying as such; another 26.50% identified as Black/African
American, 1.40% identified as Hispanic/Latino, and 4.10% identified as “Other.” The
sample was also predominantly heterosexual, with 95% of the sample self-identifying as
straight. A small percentage, 2.30% (five individuals) of the sample identified as
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bisexual, 2.30% (5 individuals) identified as gay or lesbian, and .50% (1 individual)
identified as unsure. For this sample, the mean age was 20.22 (SD = 2.70). Our sample
was predominantly freshman, with 37.70% reporting they were freshmen, 25.90%
reporting sophomore status, 17.00% reporting junior status, and 17.50% reporting senior
status; four individuals, 1.90% did not report their class years. All of the participants
were in romantic relationships, and the mean length of romantic relationships was 14.70
months (SD = 17.02). The length of romantic relationships ranged from 3 months to 108
months.
Measures
Participants completed the Narcissistic Personality Inventory- 40 (NPI-40, Raskin
& Hall, 1988). This is a 40-item inventory assessing a participant’s degree of narcissistic
personality traits. Participants must choose between one of two statements, picking which
statements are more applicable to their own personalities. Scores can range from 0 to 40,
with higher scores indicating higher levels of narcissism. An example of a pair of
statements includes: “Everybody likes to hear my stories” and “Sometimes I tell good
stories.”
We found that the sample mean for the NPI was 17.16 (SD = 6.38), with the
median score exactly at 17.00. Our reliability was good, with α = .82. For purposes of this
study, we considered anyone who scored above the sample mean on the NPI-40 to be
“high narcissists,” and anyone below the mean to be “low narcissists.” This method is
consistent with Foster (2008), who also used their sample average to distinguish between
high and low narcissists. Narcissism scores ranged from 1 to 33, and was normally
distributed, with skewness of .14 (SE = .18) and kurtosis of -.26 (SE = .36).
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To measure perceived closeness to participants’ romantic partners, we used two
measures: the Unidimensional Relationship Closeness Scale (URCS; Dibble, Levine, &
Park, 2012) and the Inclusion of Other in Self Scale (IOS; Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992).
The URCS (Dibble et al., 2012) is a 12-item inventory assessing one’s closeness with
another, each with a seven-point Likert type scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). This inventory looks at psychological and behavioral interdependence
(closeness) of a couple. For this measure, our reliability was good, with α = .90.The IOS
(Aron et al., 1992) is a seven-picture measure of coinciding self-concept and closeness.
Each of the seven pictures displays a Venn diagram-like image (see Appendix F), two
circles with varying degrees of overlap from completely separate to almost completely
overlapping. Participants were asked to choose which picture best represents their
relationships with their romantic partners. Participants completed these items twice: once
at the beginning of the in-person part of this study, and once at the conclusion of the IQ
Test. Dibble et al. (2012) state that the URCS is supplemented by using the IOS (Aron et
al., 1992) in conjunction with it, and doing so results in a more powerful measure of
closeness. Thus, we combined the URCS (Dibble et al., 2012) and IOS (Aron et al.,
1992) scores. Completing both of these measures twice allowed us to compare how
participants reduce closeness to their partners. Mean scores were calculated for the URCS
(Dibble et al., 2012) and IOS (Aron et al., 1992), combined URCS (Dibble et al., 2012)
plus IOS (Aron et al., 1992) scores, and the transformed scores at both Times 1 and 2, as
well as after the differences were calculated. The means for the measures at Time1, Time
2, and for the difference scores can be found in Table 1.
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations of All Closeness Measures (URCS and IOS)

URCS
IOS
URCS and IOS
Trans URCS
Trans URCS + IOS

M
6.20
5.23
6.13
0.06
1.60

Time 1
SD
0.71
1.36
0.72
0.10
0.19

M
6.31
5.10
6.22
0.06
1.60

Time 2
SD
0.75
1.45
0.76
0.10
0.20

M
0.10
0.13
0.09
0.04
0.39

Difference
SD
0.74
1.67
0.76
0.26
0.21

To assess perceived quality of attractive alternative romantic partners, participants
completed the Attentiveness to Alternatives Index (AAI; Miller, 1997). The AAI
measures the attention one pays to attractive romantic partners. It is a six-item
questionnaire, with each item employing a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Never)
to 5 (Always). Higher scores on this measure indicate increased attention to attractive
alternatives. A sample item is, “I flirt with people of the opposite sex without mentioning
my partner.” Reliability for this measure was poor, α = .50, but when the item, “I rarely
notice good-looking or attractive people” was removed, the reliability increased to α =
.58. The version of the AAI (Miller, 1997) with all items included was used for our
analyses.
They also completed the Rusbult Investment Model Scale (IMS; Rusbult, Martz,
& Agnew, 1998). The IMS measures commitment to a relationship, and assesses three
subscales: satisfaction with the relationship, investment to the relationship, and perceived
quality of alternatives. Each subscale scale consists of 10 items, each with an eight-point
Likert type scale, ranging from 1 (Do Not Agree At All) to 8 (Agree Completely). The
reliability for this scale was good, with α = .85. The average total score for the AAI
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(Miller, 1997) was 12.00 (SD = 3.22), while the mean for the IMS (Rusbult et al., 1998)
quality of alternative subscale was 2.58 (SD = 1.10).
To assess participants’ feelings of certainty to perform well on the IQ task and the
relevance of the task to their self-esteems, we asked participants six questions regarding
how certainly they think they can complete and do well on our task. We also had them
rate three different domains (general intelligence, leadership abilities, and personality) as
being relevant to their self-esteems. This was based on a five point Likert scale, with 1
being “not at all relevant” and 5 being “extremely relevant.” Participants indicated that
they were fairly certain they could complete tasks in which they had to solve various
word problems, with the mean equaling 4.00 (SD = .96). They were also fairly certain
they could do well on the tasks, with that mean totaling 3.78 (SD = .954). Participants
rated “intelligence” as highly relevant to their selves, with the mean being 4.30 out of 5
(SD = .81).
In our initial analyses, we found that narcissism was significantly moderately
correlated with the two measures of certainty. It was significantly correlated to certainty
that individuals could simply complete the task, r = .16, p = .03, as well as to certainty
that individuals could do well on the task, r = .18, p = .02. Narcissism was also related to
two of the three questions pertaining to relevance. The correlation between narcissism
and relevance of verbal ability was large, r = .20, p = .007, as was the correlation
between narcissism and relevance of a good personality, r = .23, p = .002. Surprisingly,
narcissism was not significantly correlated with intellectual ability, r = .12, p = .12,
suggesting that intellectual ability is perhaps important to all college students in our
sample, not just narcissists. None of the closeness measures were significantly correlated
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with certainty and relevance measures. The IMS satisfaction subscale was significantly
correlated with closeness, r = .22, p = .002.The commitment and investment subscales of
the IMS were not correlated with narcissism or the closeness measure of the transformed
URCS difference combined with the IOS difference.
Design
This study was an in-person experiment that employed a single factor design. Our
independent variable, social comparison threat, had two levels: threat and non-threat.
Narcissism was included as an individual variable. The dependent variable was closeness
reduction.
Procedures
Participants were recruited in two ways. First, participants and many of their
partners were students enrolled in psychology courses who completed this study for
extra-credit and were recruited via SONA-Systems, the Department of Psychology’s
online participant recruitment website. We also recruited from the general student body,
using flyers and posters. However, there were only two couples who were recruited in
this manner. Participants recruited from SONA-Systems chose whether they wished to
receive two extra credit points towards a psychology course of their choosing or whether
they wished to be entered in a raffle for $100 and $250 gift cards. Participants recruited
outside of SONA-Systems were automatically entered in the raffle.
Participants completed this study under the guise that we were exploring how
personality factors can influence dyad dynamics. Dyads had to have been dating for six
weeks or more to ensure they knew each other well and had forged romantic bonds
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beyond friendship. This exclusion criteria served to ensure that the partners were close
and that reduction of closeness did not occur due to interpersonal problems. Participants
came to our laboratory and completed an initial survey, an IQ task, received false
feedback on that task, and then took another online questionnaire. Participants and their
partners were randomly assigned by researchers to the threat or non-threat conditions
before they arrived for the study.
Upon arriving at the lab, participants and their partners were given informed
consent sheets and asked to sign these sheets to indicate consent. Then, participants and
their romantic partners were seated at separate computers and asked to complete an
online survey via the survey website Qualtrics. They completed the questionnaire
separately, as completing it together and sharing answers might have skewed our results.
This first questionnaire contained the NPI-40 (Raskin & Hall, 1988), measuring
narcissism, the URCS (Dibble et al., 2012) and IOS (Aron et al., 1992), assessing
closeness, and the IMS (Rusbult et al., 1989) and AAI (Miller, 1997), assessing quality of
alternatives. After completing the first survey, participants were instructed on the task, an
assessment which is a short form IQ test (see Appendix H). Participants were told that the
task is an important indicator of English language verbal abilities and personality factors.
Participants had 15 minutes to complete the 20-question IQ test. After the task was
completed, each participant was individually given his or her own results, as well as the
results of his or her partner. All results were false feedback, given to manipulate threat or
no threat; we did not assess scores on the IQ test. Both partners were given the exact
same feedback. Those in the “threat” condition were told that they scored just about
average on this task, while their partners scored well above average. Those in the “non29

threat condition” were told that they scored similarly to their partners, both scoring
around average.
After they were both given the same false feedback, participants were asked to
return to the computers and fill out another online survey. Participants were told that they
were taking the same survey as another measure of how personality factors and
performance on a task can impact a dyad. This questionnaire included the demographic
information, as well as the measures of relationship closeness: the URCS (Dibble et al.,
2012) and the IOS (Aron et al., 1992) pictures. Following the second survey, participants
were seated together with the researchers and debriefed. They were informed as to the
true nature of this research, given information for counseling services and relationship
building, as well as contact information if they have any additional questions about the
research.
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RESULTS
Data Cleaning
Data were entered into IBM SPSS Version 22 (IBM, 2013) for analyzing. Prior to
running our main analyses, the data were checked for missing cases and linear normality.
Each item for each scale was examined for missing data. Upon inspection of the
measures, it was determined that less than 1% of cases were missing for each question,
and thus we did not take any steps to substitute or impute the data. Subscales for all
measures were checked for reliability, but because all subscales and measures (except for
the AAI) had acceptable reliability without any items removed, each measure was totaled
up with all items included. All variables were centered using grand mean centering.
Inspection of Cook’s Distance for all cases showed that no case had a distance greater
than the suggested cutoff of 1. This suggests that no single case had undue influence over
our results.
When we ran preliminary analyses on our closeness measures, we found that the
URCS (Dibble et al., 2012) scores at both Times 1 and 2 were negatively skewed, with
skewness close to 2 for all questions on the URCS except for two questions: “When we
are apart, I miss _____ a great deal,” for which skewness was -.84, and “My relationship
with _____ is important in my life,” for which skewness was -2.60. Examination of
histograms for each question confirmed the moderate skew. To normalize the data, we
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transformed it using a square root transformation due to the moderate skew found for all
items. After transforming the data, the skew was reduced for all items. The skewness
scores for all items became positively skewed with values close to or less than 1, with the
exception of the item “My relationship with _____ is important in my life,” which
remained moderately skewed with the skewness value equaling 1.93. After subjecting
these items to a log transformation, the skewness value changed slightly, dropping to 1.44
for the Time 1 score and 1.24 for the Time 2 score. These values were included in the
total URCS scores.
To prepare the data for analysis, we had to dummy code the narcissism variable to
allow us to examine low versus high narcissists. Based on our mean of 17.16, we coded
all individuals below 17.16 (including individuals scoring 17) as low, and individuals
scoring above 17.16 as high. Because the NPI (Raskin & Hall, 1988) only results in
scores that are whole numbers, there was no need to decide where to place individuals
scoring right at the mean. We used 0 for low and 1 for high. We also dummy coded for
condition as well, so we could examine differences between the threat condition and nonthreat condition. We used 0 to code individuals in the non-threat condition and 1 to code
individuals in the threat condition. The continuous scores of the narcissism variable were
kept to make certain that dummy coding the variable did not affect our results.
Correlations
Before running our main analyses, we conducted a series of bivariate correlations
between the variables of interest and potential covariates. Narcissism was only
significantly correlated with scores on the AAI, r = .22, p = .003. Thus, we chose to
include the AAI scores in our mediation analyses, instead of the IMS quality of
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alternatives score. Narcissism was not significantly correlated with the IMS quality of
alternatives subscale, the other subscales of the IMS, the closeness measure, relationship
length, class year, or age. Similarly, the closeness measure, the combined score of the
transformed URCS difference and IOS difference, was not significantly correlated with
narcissism, the IMS quality of alternatives scores, relationship length, class year, age, or
gender; however, the correlation between closeness and AAI scores was marginally
significant, r = -.13, p = .07, which suggests that as closeness scores increased,
attentiveness to alternatives decreased, and vice versa. Closeness was also significantly
correlated with the IMS satisfaction subscale, r = .22, p < .001. Closeness was not
correlated with the commitment, and investment subscales of the IMS. The items of the
IMS (Rusbult et al., 1998) were all correlated with each other. Attentiveness to
alternatives as measured by the AAI was correlated with attentiveness to alternatives as
measured by the IMS, r = .50, p < .001.
Among potential covariates, relationship length was positively, significantly
correlated with class year, r = .17, p = .02, such that upperclassmen were likely to have
been in their relationships longer. Relationship length was also correlated with the IMS
satisfaction scores, r = .17, p < .05, commitment scores, r = .17, p < .05, and investment
scores, r = .23, p < .01, such that those in longer relationships were more satisfied,
committed, and invested. Age was also, predictably, positively correlated with class year,
r = .70, p < .001, and relationship length, r = .22, p = .007. All correlations can be found
in Table 2.
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Manipulation Checks
Upon inspection of our manipulation check questions, none of the remaining
participants failed the manipulation check, suggesting the manipulation worked.
Participants accurately remembered their own scores and their partners’ scores. Further,
most individuals felt that their scores on the task were reflective of their own intellectual
abilities, with an average rating of 3.27 (SD = 1.21), as well as the intellectual ability of
their partners, M = 3.78 (SD = 1.22). Sixty-four individuals (28.60%), however, either
disagreed or strongly disagreed that the results reflected their intellectual abilities, while
43 (19.20%) felt the results misrepresented their partners’ abilities. Twenty-seven
individuals reported that scores neither reflected their own abilities nor the abilities of
their partners. A majority of individuals who reported that they felt their scores did not
reflect their true intellectual abilities were in the threat condition; 37 individuals who
strongly disagreed or disagreed were in the threat condition, while 27 were in the nonthreat condition. Among those who felt their partners’ scores were not reflective of their
partners’ abilities, most were in the non-threat condition; 37 individuals who strongly
disagreed or disagreed were in the non-threat condition, while only 6 were in the threat
condition.
The scores for reflection of intellectual ability were moderately, negatively
correlated with narcissism, r = -.15, p = .04. Narcissism and reflection of partner’s ability
were not significantly correlated, r = -.01, p = .93. Both scores for reflection of own and
partner’s intellectual abilities were correlated with closeness. Closeness was negatively
correlated with scores for own reflection, r = -.16, p = .02, such that individuals who felt
the scores were less reflective of their intellect reported higher closeness. The correlation
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between closeness and reflection of partners’ scores was also negative; individuals who
felt the scores were not representative of their partners’ scores also reported higher
closeness, r = -.15, p = .04. Additionally, an overwhelming majority of people either
agreed (32.90%) or strongly agreed (42.90%) that they were comfortable with their
partners’ results compared to their own.
H1: Multiple Regression
To test our first hypothesis we conducted a multiple regression to determine
whether there was any difference between high and low narcissists, depending on threat
condition. First, after determining the sample mean for narcissism (M = 17.16), we coded
individuals as high or low in narcissism, with zero corresponding to low narcissism (less
than 17.16) and one corresponding to high narcissism (greater than 17.16). Because
narcissism scores must be whole numbers, individuals who scored close to the mean and
right at the median of 17 were coded as scoring low in narcissism. Participants were also
coded for threat condition; zero corresponded to the non-threat condition, and one
corresponded to the threat condition. Threat condition was entered in the first step, with
the difference score of the combined transformed URCS and IOS as the outcome
variable1. Results showed that condition was not a significant predictor of closeness
change, β = .10, t(2, 167) =1.27, p = .21. Condition also did not account for a significant
proportion of the variance in closeness reduction, F(1, 168) = 1.61, R2 = .01, p = .212.

We ran analyses with every combination of closeness change variables, including the
untransformed URCS alone, the IOS alone, the combined untransformed URCS and IOS, and the
transformed URCS alone. All analyses yielded similar, non-significant results.
2
We also ran analyses that included narcissism as a continuous variable, which yielded the same
result of non-significance.
1

36

In our second step, controlling for condition, narcissism was entered as a
predictor. Neither condition, β = .10, t(2, 167) = 1.24, p = .22, nor narcissism, β = .02, t(2,
167) =.24, p = .82 were found to significantly predict closeness reduction. Neither also
predicted a significant proportion of the variance, F(2, 167) = .82, R2 = .01, p = .44.
We also ran a model that controlled for reflection of own results on intellect, as
this variable was significantly related to closeness. Although the overall model was still
non-significant, reflection of own results was significantly related to closeness reduction,
β = -.20, t(1, 164) = -2.63, p = .01, showing that individuals who found their results less
reflective of their own abilities reported more closeness reduction. It also explained a
significant proportion of the variance, F(1, 164) = 6.94, R2 = .04, p = .01. The overall
model with condition and narcissism level added in was significant according to the
ANOVA, but it only accounted for about an additional 1% of the variance, F(3, 162) =
2.73, R2 = .05, p = .05. Neither condition nor narcissism had any significant impact; for
condition, β = .09, t(3, 162) = 1.13, p = .10, and for narcissism β = .-.01, t(3, 162) = -.10,
p = .92.
When we removed the individuals who sat right at the median of 17 (n = 12), we
did not find a significant change. Condition was still not a significant predictor of
closeness change, β = .11, t(1, 156) = 1.34, p = .18, and also did not account for a
significant proportion of the variance in closeness reduction, F(1, 156) = 1.80, R2 = .01, p
= .18. When narcissism was added into the second step, condition, β = .11, t(2, 155) =
1.31, p = .19, and narcissism, β = .02, t(2, 155) = .29, p = .77, still did not predict
closeness reduction, or account for a significant amount of the overall variance, F(2, 155)
= .94, R2 = .01, p = .39. See Table 3 for full results.
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A follow-up ANOVA was conducted to confirm no significant differences
between narcissism levels and conditions, and to determine if there was an interaction
between narcissism levels and condition. Our test confirmed the findings in our
regression. Condition, threat or non-threat, had no significant impact on closeness
reduction F(1, 166) = 1.90, p = .17. Narcissism level was also found to have no
significant effect on closeness reduction, F(1, 166) = .003, p = .96. The ANOVA also
showed there was no significant interaction between condition and narcissism level, F(1,
166) = .39, p = .53. Average closeness reduction by condition and narcissism level can be
found in Figure 1.
Table 3
Regression Coefficients for H1
B

B

SE

β

p

Step 1
Condition

0.04

0.03

0.1

0.21

Step 2
Condition
Narcissism

0.04
0.01

0.03
0.03

0.1
0.20

0.22
0.82
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Figure 1.

Average Closeness Reduction by Narcissism Level and Condition

H2: Mediation Regression
To test our second hypothesis, we used a mediation regression model to test
quality of alternatives as a mediator between narcissism and closeness. We first ran this
model using the PROCESS macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2014). We found that attentiveness
to attractive alternatives did not significantly mediate the link between narcissism and
closeness reduction. First, the direct effect between narcissism and closeness reduction
was not significant, β = .002, t(1, 167) = .06, p = .96. While we found the regression
coefficient between narcissism and attentiveness was significant, β = 1.61, t(1, 167) =
3.06, p = .003, the connection between attentiveness to alternatives and closeness
reduction was not, β = -.01, t(1, 167) = -1.84, p = .07. Further, the effect of narcissism on
closeness reduction when attentiveness to alternatives was included in the model was
non-significant, β = .02, t(1, 167) = .48, p = .63. This indirect effect was tested using
1,000 standardized bootstrapped samples, with the 95% confidence intervals, BCa [-.038,
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-.001]. These findings was also confirmed using the steps by Baron and Kenny (1986), z
= -1.52, p = .13. See Figure 2 for our model.

B = .15*
Narcissism Level

Attention to
Alternatives
B = .002
B = .0002

Figure 2.

B = -.01
Closeness
Reduction

Attention to Attractive Alternatives as a Mediator between Narcissism
Level and Closeness Reduction

Follow-up Tests: Couples-Level Analyses
To explore whether there were differences in closeness reduction based on threat
condition and couples’ narcissism levels, not just individual narcissism, we conducted a
multilevel linear regression. Our first level was individual-level data, comprised of each
member of a dyad. Our second level was comprised of the 106 couples. This multilevel
analysis takes into account that the two individuals within a dyad are affected similarly
by exposure to the same events, and thus their responses are not entirely independent of
one another. This model will take into account the proportion of the variance that is
dependent on couple membership.
We first assigned couples a couple number, so we could analyze differences
among the various dyads, as well as assigning each member of a dyad a number so we
could explore potential within-couple effects as well. Member numbers were assigned
randomly, not by gender or any other characteristic. We included couple number as our
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subject variable for our mixed model, and member number as our repeated variable. We
used a diagonal covariance type due to assumed independence and heterogeneity of
variance among our variables.
Our model used both narcissism (as a continuous variable, not the categorical
dichotomous variable used in H1 and H2) and threat condition as predictor variables and
the combined Time 2 score of the transformed URCS (Dibble et al., 2012) and IOS (Aron
et al., 1992) as the outcome variable. The total transformed URCS (Dibble et al., 2012)
and IOS (Aron et al., 1992) score for Time 1 was included as a covariate to control for
differences in initial dyadic closeness3. We entered narcissism, threat condition, and the
covariate as fixed effects, and also entered a narcissism x condition interaction into the
model. The fixed intercept was included. We used the maximum likelihood method for
estimation, with 100 maximum iterations. Our Log-Likelihood convergence was 0, with
the parameter convergence set at the absolute value of .0000001, and the Hessian
convergence set at the absolute value of .00001.
Initially, we included a random effect of narcissism in our model, using couple
number for subject groupings, based on the hypothesis that there would be individual
differences in the relationship between narcissism and closeness reduction. However
upon running this model, it failed to converge. Upon inspection of our results, it was
determined that because the Hessian matrix was showing zeroes as the covariance for our
random effects, there was no significant variation in the data for the random effects of

Another analyses was conducted in which attentiveness to attractive alternatives was added as a
covariate as well. Results showed that it was not significantly related to closeness, and thus we did not
include it in this model. It also showed that there was no need to run a more complex dyadic-level
mediation analysis using AMOS.
3
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narcissism. Thus, couple-level narcissism had no random effects on closeness at Time 2.
All predictors were considered fixed effects.
Results showed that threat condition did not significantly predict Time 2
closeness among couples, F(1, 137.97) = .17, p = .68. However, narcissism did
significantly predict closeness among the couples, F(31, 109.24) = 1.79, p = .02, such
that higher narcissism was related to lower closeness. This indicates that a couples’
narcissism is related to their mutual closeness, regardless of threat condition. Closeness at
Time 1, the covariate, was also significant, F(1, 165.96) = .67.254, p < .001, showing that
there were differences among the couples in initial closeness during the first part of the
study. Finally, we found a significant condition by narcissism interaction for couples
(Figure 3), F(22, 123.22) = 2.40, p = .001. The interaction was such that couples in the
non-threat condition who were higher in narcissism had lower closeness at Time 2 than
those high in narcissism in the threat condition. This is contrary to the expected effect.
These results suggest that perhaps closeness reduction is not used among couples to deal
with threats to self-evaluation. It also implies that self-evaluation maintenance exists
beyond the individual-level and extends to the dyadic-level.

42

Figure 3.

Condition by Narcissism Interaction
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DISCUSSION
Findings
Previous research (e.g., Nicholls & Stukas, 2011) has shown that there is likely a
connection between personality-trait narcissism and closeness reduction when individuals
high in narcissism are outperformed by friends. However, it is not clear if this link exists
for romantic partners. Further, if the link does occur for romantic partners, it is likely that
other variables would impact the link. This study aimed to explore the impact narcissism
has on closeness when individuals experience social comparison threats from their
romantic partners. Based on previous research regarding narcissism and romantic
closeness, we also hypothesized that attention to attractive alternative partners would
have impact.
Participants brought their romantic partners to an in-person study. After
completing a questionnaire about their romantic relationships, they took a timed IQ task
that they were told tested their intelligence, verbal abilities, and leadership abilities.
Participants were then given their scores separately. Half of the participants and their
partners were assigned to the threat condition: they were told that they did average on the
task, but their partners scored well above average. The other half were assigned to the
non-threat condition, where both members were told they and their partners each scored
average. After the feedback was given, participants returned to the computers and
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completed another questionnaire about their romantic relationships, so we could gauge
closeness reduction from pre-feedback to post-feedback. Overall, we did not find a
significant link between narcissism and closeness reduction. While there was a significant
connection between narcissism and attention to attractive alternatives, and a marginally
significant link between attention to alternatives and closeness reduction, the mediation
analyses also yielded non-significance.
However, when we conducted multilevel analyses for couples, we did find a
significant effect for narcissism, which showed that couples who were high in narcissism
generally reported lower closeness at Time 2 than those lower in narcissism. This is
consistent with previous work that shows narcissists tend to have shallow relationships
with limited closeness to their partners (Campbell et al., 2006; Nicholls & Stukas, 2011).
We also found a narcissism by condition interaction. Couples in the non-threat condition
who were high in narcissism tended to have lower closeness at Time 2 than couples high
in narcissism who were in the threat condition. This does not fit with results found by
Nicholls and Stukas (2011), who found that, following social comparison threats,
participants high in narcissism tended to have lower closeness at Time 2 than those who
did not experience threat.
This interaction was also contrary to our own prediction. It implies that something
other than closeness reduction is occurring for individuals in the threat condition, while
individuals in the non-threat condition reported less closeness. For those in the threat
condition, this reaction is consistent with the self-evaluation maintenance strategy of
reflection (Tesser, 1985; 1986; 1988). That is, individuals who are threatened by
romantic partners tend to increase their own self-evaluations and think more positively of
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their partners. For high narcissists in particular, having partners that are intelligent,
popular, or powerful is very self-enhancing. This process of bolstering one’s own selfevaluations through association with a high-status romantic partner is called
identification. Narcissists use identification in romantic relationships to maintain their
increased self-evaluations (Campbell, 1999). They believe that if they can date someone
so smart, popular, or powerful, they must also be smart, popular, or powerful.
However, not all individuals high in narcissism use identification in their romantic
relationships. Others rely on admiration from romantic partners to bolster high selfevaluations. It is possible that for individuals who do not perceive their romantic partner
to be very smart, such as those in the non-threat condition, they feel threatened by the
knowledge that their partners scored equally to them. If a highly narcissistic individual
believes that he or she is smarter than his or her romantic partner, then is told he or she is
equally intelligent (and average to boot!), it is likely that he or she will feel threatened.
Unfortunately, there is no way of knowing whether the high narcissists in our sample rely
on identification or admiration in their romantic relationships. Additionally, there is no
way to know what might influence some high narcissists to identify with high-status
partners, and some to rely on admiration of their lover.
Limitations
Our study has a number of limitations that should be considered when assessing
our findings. First, we ran into a potential self-selection bias such that individuals with
very high narcissism and highly narcissistic traits were underrepresented in our sample.
While our mean for narcissism was similar to the national average, a majority of our
scores were clustered between 12 and 24. Thus, very few individuals in our sample had
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extremely high narcissism scores; only 23 individuals had scores above 24, and only six
had scores higher than 30. The highest score was 33, which is consistent with several
other studies, including Nicholls and Stukas (2011) who reported a high score of 31 and
Campbell and Foster (2002) who reported a high score of 34. Previous research shows
that very high narcissists are less likely to have long-term romantic relationships, and are
likely to have multiple romantic partners (Campbell et al., 2006; Paulhus, 1998). Thus,
due to the exclusion criteria of our study, it is likely that many individuals high in
personality trait narcissism were unable to participate in this study. It is possible that a
greater number of highly narcissistic individuals in the sample could have had some
effect on our results. Further, there is the potential that our recruitment materials, include
the flyer posted around campus and the information given on the SONA page, could have
persuaded fewer high narcissists to participate. The description of our study may have
also been more enticing for individuals who are closer to their partners, as asking a
romantic partner to participate in a couples’ study indicates security, closeness, and
openness in a relationship.
Along the same lines, there is also the issue of use of the NPI and defining “high
narcissism.” Although another study (Foster, 2008) has defined high narcissism as being
above the sample mean, it is unclear if there are substantial differences between
individuals who score slightly over the sample mean and individuals scoring close to the
scale maximum of 40. Rosenthal and Hooley (2010) warned of potential problems that
might arise with using the NPI. One concern is that narcissism is highly correlated with
self-esteem (which was not assessed in this work), and it is therefore difficult to separate
high self-esteem from true narcissism. This raises questions about what scores distinguish
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true narcissists from people who just happen to score higher than average on the NPI.
Many have also argued that due to low internal consistency and an inconsistent factor
structure, the NPI, although widely used, is not always the most reliable instrument to
assess true narcissism (Ackerman, Witt, Donnellan, Trzesniewski, Robins, & Kashy,
2011).
Further, recent research suggests that narcissism can be broken down into two
separate constructs: grandiose narcissism and entitlement (Wink, 1991). The NPI only
measures grandiose narcissism (Rohmann, Neumann, Herner, & Bierhoff, 2012);
therefore, there is an entire groups of narcissists whose vulnerable narcissism scores were
not assessed. There may be differences between individuals scoring highly on grandiose
narcissism and those who are high in vulnerable narcissism (Ackerman, Donnellan,
Roberts, & Fraley, 2015; Miller, Price, & Campbell, 2011; Rosenthal & Hooley, 2010).
Grandiose and vulnerably narcissistic individuals tend to have different personal
characteristics. For example, individuals with grandiose narcissism tend to be more
extroverted (Campbell & Miller, 2013), more securely attached in relationships
(Dickinson & Pincus, 2003), and more likeable on the outset (e.g., Back, Schmukle, &
Egloff, 2010). Vulnerably narcissistic individuals are more likely to argue in their close
relationships, envy close friends and family, and compare themselves to others more
frequently (Lamkin, Clifton, Campbell, & Miller, 2014). They also tend to be socially
avoidant. However, the literature regarding these two types of narcissism and romantic
relationships is sparse. Because vulnerable narcissists are characteristically different and
react differently to their close others and romantic partners, it is possible they would react
differently to threats than grandiose narcissists.
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Thus, in our study, through our exclusion criteria and by combining all
individuals who scored over the sample mean, we may have lost out on opportunities to
compare individuals scoring over 30 to individuals scoring just above the mean. In the
future, it might be beneficial to separate individuals into more than two groups to look at
those who score very low, lower than the mean, higher than the mean, and very high. It
might also be beneficial to look at different facets of narcissism, rather than just the
overarching construct of narcissism alone. Participants could complete measures of both
grandiose and vulnerable narcissism, which would then be independently assessed for a
connection with closeness reduction.
Second, the data for our closeness measures were moderately negatively skewed.
Most individuals were likely to report being very close to their partners at both times
during the study. That is, most individuals responded to the closeness questions with the
highest possible scores for each one. This suggests that our closeness measures were not
the best possible measures. A better measure would have had a more normal range of
scores, and would have been better able to detect subtle changes in closeness from Time
1 to Time 2. Further, our closeness measure was only related to the satisfaction subscale
of the Rusbult Investment Model Scale (Rusbult et al., 1989); closeness should be related
to commitment and investment as well, making our findings perplexing. It is also
reasonable to believe that when asked explicit questions about one’s closeness to his or
her romantic partner, someone will respond the most positively; after all, if he or she was
not close to his or her partner, they would likely not be together.
Knowing this, it may be useful to change the scale ratings on the questionnaire.
Instead of having scores range from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree,” scores
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could range from “Agree” to “Strongly Agree,” with varying degrees of agreement in
between. Although there is still the risk of skewed data, knowing that all participants will
at least select “Agree” on closeness questions and forcing them to select degrees of
agreement might control for this better. It might also be useful to give participants a large
scale, ranging from 1–100, which would garner a greater range of scores. A differential
scale might also be helpful. With a differential scale, individuals would view a list of
adjectives, then rate their relationship closeness on each of the adjectives using a Likert
type scale. It could also be useful to develop and use more implicit measures of
closeness. An implicit measure of closeness would allow researchers to tap into how
close participants subconsciously feel to their partners–which may or may not match up
with their explicit reports.
In addition to problems with our closeness measure, we also encountered low
reliability of the AAI (Miller, 1997). Reliability for this measure was .50. Removal of one
item only raised Cronbach’s alpha slightly to .58. Removal of four of the six items
allowed for an acceptable reliability of over .70. This shows that our measure
inconsistently assessed attentiveness to alternatives among individuals in our study. The
items in the measure were not closely related to one another. This implies that perhaps
this measure was not the best for assessing how much attention participants pay to
attractive others. It is possible that, since individuals’ romantic partners were seated next
to them, some individuals responded in a socially desirable way to some of the questions
in an attempt to affirm their commitment to their romantic relationship. Additionally,
some of the items on the AAI (Miller, 1997) are socially considered very wrong to admit
in while in a romantic relationship, such as “I am interested in having an affair.”
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However, responding to a question like “I rarely notice other good-looking or attractive
people” by admitting one does notice attractive others is likely less frowned upon. In the
future, another measure, such as the IMS (Rusbult et al., 1998), could be used to assess
quality of attractive alternative romantic partners.
Although we assessed the IMS (Rusbult et al., 1998) in this study, we did not use
it in our primary analyses. Analyses run with the AAI (Miller, 1997) were closer to
significance than analyses with the IMS (Rusbult et al., 1998); thus, the AAI was used in
our main statistical tests. The IMS alternatives subscale yielded a higher reliability than
the AAI (Miller, 1997). However, in another sample, the IMS (Rusbult et al., 1998) might
be a more consistent measure to include in our analyses. The IMS alternatives subscale,
in addition to yielding a higher reliability, gauges how individuals believe their quality of
alternatives is. It only asks participants if their needs might be fulfilled elsewhere,
whereas the AAI explicitly asks participants about their intentions to be unfaithful, and if
they engage in behaviors such as becoming distracted by other attractive individuals.
Individuals therefore may be more likely to be truthful on the IMS subscale, as opposed
to a scale that assesses intentions to engage in seemingly immoral conduct.
Further, we only measured the relevance of the IQ task before participants
completed it, not after they received their feedback. Thus, we could not explore whether
participants reduced the relevance of the task to their self-esteems. As the second selfevaluation maintenance strategy, it is reasonable to suggest that reduction of relevance
might occur if closeness reduction did not occur. Finding that participants reduced the
relevance of the task to their selves after the task would have shown that it was the
primary strategy used in our sample. Finding that participants did not reduce relevance of
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the task would suggest that perhaps none of the self-evaluation maintenance strategies
occurred, indicating that another strategy such as reflection might have been used, or
could have pointed to flaws in our design.
It is possible that, although participants accurately recalled their own and their
partners’ scores on the IQ task, our manipulation was not strong enough and our task was
not relevant enough. A stronger manipulation, such as telling individuals that they scored
among the worst while their partner scored among the best, might have caused
participants to feel more threatened by their romantic partners. Our qualitative question
regarding how participants felt after receiving their feedback (which was not included in
our analyses) gave us a little more insight into how successful the manipulation was.
Individuals, especially those in the threat condition, wrote that while they were
disappointed in their own performances, they felt lucky to have smart romantic partners.
It seems, but has not been confirmed, that individuals were more likely to bask in the
reflected glory of their partners’ performances, rather than feel threatened by their
partners. Although most participants rated intelligence as highly relevant to their selves,
it is likely based on the qualitative data (which was not analyzed for this project) that
individuals did not view the task itself as very self-relevant. Although general
intelligence might be important, participants may not have perceived the task itself as
indicative of true intelligence or ability. Research shows that, especially when relevance
of the task is low, individuals are more likely to engage in reflection when compared to
their partner (Pilkington, Tesser, & Stephens, 1991). This may suggest the need for a
stronger manipulation, as well as a more relevant task, as well as could provide an
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explanation for our results. A more relevant task might include personalized exams in
one’s major area or an area of interest.
Similarly, almost one-third of all participants in the threat condition reported that
they believed their IQ task scores were not reflective of their own intellectual abilities.
This suggests that while participants believed the manipulation, they did not put much
stock in those results. If they did not believe the results, or did not find the results
important, they might be less likely to feel threatened. In the qualitative responses, many
participants derogated the task, saying that such a task was not a good way to measure
intelligence. Thus, in addition to reflection, it seems that task derogation is one strategy
used to maintain self-evaluations. Further content analyses of the qualitative responses
could confirm this.
Lastly, although we did conduct couples-level analyses, this study was not
designed to explore dyadic dynamics when couples are faced with threats. That is, we did
not explore what happens between the two individuals, just how both members reacted
separately. One’s self-evaluations do not occur in a vacuum, but are impacted by others
around them. It is possible that when faced with a threat, interactions between couples
could direct self-evaluation maintenance. For example, dyad members might anticipate
how their partners might react to feedback. Previous literature has shown that in romantic
relationships, since couples are interdependent, by attempting to preserve the selfevaluations of their partners, the other members thereby increases their own evaluations
(Beach et al., 1996; Beach et al., 1998). Pair members try to distort their partners’ poor
performances on tasks, especially when the tasks could be self-relevant to the partners.
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Romantic partners also tend to be more sympathetic to partner failure (Beach et al., 1996;
Beach et al., 1998).
In our sample, there were 37 individuals in the non-threat condition who reported
that they did not feel the results accurately described their romantic partner’s intellect, but
only five in the threat condition. It is possible that for the individuals who felt the scores
did not accurately describe their partners’ intelligence, disagreeing with the results was a
way to help their partners feel better. Perhaps they answered with the intent of talking it
over with theirs partner later. Doing so might also indirectly bolster one’s own selfevaluations. Individuals in the threat condition, who had heard their partners did well, did
not feel the need to disagree, anticipating that their partners would be happy with the
results.
It could also be possible that members of a couple are making certain attributions
for their partners’ successes or failures, and that these attributions are based on closeness
and satisfaction. If one member of a dyad does poorly on a task, his or her partner may
make external attributions for a partner’s failure, provided the couple is close. However,
if the pair is not as close or is less satisfied, one member might be more likely to make
negative internal attributions for his or her partner’s failure. Past research has shown that
couples that are less satisfied are more likely to make negative attributions for their
partner’s behavior (Schaefer-Porter & Hendrick, 2000). They are likely to rate negative
behavior as more global and internally motivated, while positive behaviors are unstable
and externally motivated (Shaefer-Porter & Hendrick, 2000). In future research, adding
the Relationship Attribution Measure (Fincham & Bradbury, 1992) would allow us to
assess the types of attributions that individuals are making for their partners’
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performance. These attributions could be analyzed with closeness, satisfaction,
narcissism, and attentiveness to alternatives measures to see how attributions are being
influenced and how attributions might be influence SEM.
Thus, although our couple-level analyses showed that there was an effect of
narcissism on closeness, and an interaction of threat condition and narcissism, we cannot
say with any certainty what interpersonal mechanisms guide self-maintenance and
closeness reduction.
Implications and Future Directions
This work has many implications for the future. Romantic relationships do not
just take place within an individual, but are an interaction between two or more people,
so it was important to assess dyad-level data. Assessing our findings at the couple’s level
controlled for covariance among members of a dyad and allowed us to see if there are any
dyadic differences. Upon examining the data among pairs, we found a fixed effect for
narcissism and an interaction between narcissism and threat condition. These findings at
the dyadic level imply that self-evaluation maintenance occurs independent of just an
individual, but occurs within a pair as well. That is, closeness varies with each couple. It
is realistic to expect that individuals in a dyad will have similar narcissism levels, and
that they will respond to threats more similarly than those in other dyads. Indeed, in this
sample, couple members generally had similar narcissism levels. Our results also suggest
a need for increased understanding of self-evaluation maintenance mechanisms within a
couple. Individuals within a romantic relationship influence each other’s self-evaluations
and responses to threat. Future research should focus on the interpersonal processes that
drive self-evaluation maintenance in couples. Focusing on how individuals anticipate
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their partners’ needs and individuals’ attributions for their partners’ performances would
add to the literature regarding dyadic dynamics. By better understanding how each
member influences the other, we can better help couples build strong, healthy romantic
relationships. Results can be applied in a setting such as couples’ counseling.
Additionally, our work implies that a stronger manipulation is needed. Although
individuals believed and accurately recalled their scores on the IQ task, they also were
likely to commend their romantic partners’ intelligence levels when asked about the
results. Many individuals rationalized their results, saying that the task did not measure
true intelligence, and many more were okay with their results, or knew they did not do
well on similar tasks. It is likely that participants were not genuinely threatened by their
feedback. Thus, it is possible that a stronger manipulation would have helped us get the
hypothesized effect. We could have used a task that was more relevant to each
individuals’ self, such as a test in one’s major area. Additionally, we could have given
extreme false feedback, telling the participants in the threat condition that they scored
among the bottom, while their partners scored at the top; this is consistent with Nicholls
and Stukas (2011) who told participants that they scored in the 30th percentile while their
partner scored in the 80th percentile. Very extreme scores may not be as believable.
Future research could focus on testing a stronger manipulation, one that would
appropriately threaten participants and cause them to reduce closeness to partners or
reduce the relevance of the tasks at hand. Strong, validated manipulations could be used
in subsequent research on self-evaluation maintenance, allowing researchers in this area
to continue to learn about it and how individuals maintain their self-evaluations in
different situations.
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Further, our closeness measures were skewed, such that most participants rated
their relationships with their partners as maximally or highly close. This makes sense:
when asked how close they are to their current romantic partners, individuals will be
likely to rate their closeness as high.. This implies that the explicit measure of closeness
is not gauging the subtle differences in closeness between couples. The combined URCS
(Dibble et al., 2012) and IOS (Aron et al., 1992) was chosen as our closeness measure, as
previous findings show that many closeness measures do not measure the construct of
closeness, but measure quality of time spent together, or multidimensional aspects of
closeness (Dibble et al., 2011). One critique of these multidimensional scales, such as
Berscheid’s (1989) Relationship Closeness Inventory, is that closeness is not a multifaceted construct. It is one continuous construct that does not need to be broken into
dimensions (Dibble et al., 2011). Thus, it is unclear if other dimensions of closeness
might be more useful than others.
A pervasive concern with measures of closeness is that they do not measure subtle
changes in closeness, and when used to assess romantic relationships, do not allow for a
normal distribution of scores; most individuals will answer they are very close to their
romantic partners. Potentially, giving participants more than 20 minutes between the first
time they completed the closeness measures and the second time would help to get a
wider range of scores. Current measures could also be revised to ask about how the
participant is currently feeling about his or her partner. However, it still stands to reason
that such explicit measures will yield skewed results, since no one wants to report that he
or she does not feel close to his or her romantic partner.
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Thus, an additional measure of closeness that explores the range of closeness and
allows us to have a more normal distribution of closeness is necessary. Potentially,
explicit measures do not allow researchers to accurately assess actual closeness; it is far
too easy for participants to respond in socially desirable ways and to report maximum
closeness when they might not be as close as they say. Creation of an implicit measure, or
something similar, that lets researchers explore participants’ true, potentially hidden,
feelings of closeness to their partners is important to better understand romantic
relationship dynamics.
Finally, although these results did not yield our desired results, replication in other
samples is necessary to say for certainty that this effect does not work. As previously
mentioned, a stronger manipulation, a difference closeness measure, and more high
narcissists might change responses to social comparison threat, thus impacting closeness
reduction. This study does lend to the literature on self-evaluation maintenance strategies
by showing that personality-trait narcissism might not cause individuals to use closeness
reduction over reduction of relevance. It could be that narcissism interacts with
comparison and reflection, as well as inter-dyadic dynamics, to cause individuals to use
reduction of relevance over closeness reduction. We still do not know what causes some
individuals to choose closeness reduction over reduction of relevance. Additional work
on this topic and further study of how individuals deal with social comparison threat and
how individuals choose strategies to maintain self-evaluations is needed.
Conclusions
This study explored the connections between personality-trait narcissism,
attention to attractive alternative romantic partners, and romantic closeness reduction
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after threats. Although our initial hypotheses were not confirmed, this study adds to the
sparse body of literature regarding narcissists’ romantic relationships and their selfevaluation maintenance strategies when faced when threats from their significant others.
Our results imply that more work needs to be done to explore how narcissism impacts
comparison and reflection. Further, our findings also create a need to examine other selfevaluation maintenance strategies, such as reduction of task relevance.
Follow-up analyses at the dyadic level show that narcissism and closeness
reduction vary among couples. Couples who were higher in narcissism had lower
closeness at Time 2. This implies that, generally, couple members have similar
narcissism levels. Additionally, it shows that narcissism is related to closeness following
threats, such that higher narcissism leads to lower closeness. We also found that couples
high in narcissism in the non-threat group had lower closeness than couples high in
narcissism in the threat group. This suggests that perhaps narcissists engage in reflection
more than they feel threatened, or that being called average is a threat.
Our results indicate that there still may be a link between narcissism, attentiveness
to alternatives, and closeness reduction. Replication of this study is needed to know the
precise connection between narcissism and closeness reduction, and any factors that
might impact that link. In future replications, a focus on varying degrees, as well as the
different facets, of narcissism could help to show where distinctions may lie. As well,
new measures of closeness must be developed to better capture nuances in closeness
change from Time 1 to Time 2. A stronger manipulation must also be used, one that will
generate genuine threat. Lastly, our multi-level results indicate that inter-dyadic dynamics
should be assessed. Understanding how members of a dyad impact each other and how
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their interactions impact self-evaluation maintenance strategies would fill another gap in
the SEM literature.
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DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE
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1.

Age ___

2. Gender?
a. Man
b. Woman
c. Other
3. Are you currently in a romantic relationship?
a. Yes
b. No
4. Race?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

African-American
Hispanic/Latino
Asian-American
Caucasian/White
Other

5. Home Town? _______________________
6. How would you characterize your hometown? (check one)
_____ rural (unincorporated)
_____ small town (village or town)
_____ suburban (metropolitan area of a large city)
_____ small city (population < 30,000)
_____ medium-sized city (population 30,000 – 100,000)
_____ large city (population > 100,000)
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7. Year at Mississippi State
a. Freshman
b. Sophomore
c. Junior
d. Senior

8. How long have you been in your current relationship? ___________ months
9. Would you define your current relationship as monogamous (only involving you
and one other person)?
a. Yes
b. No
10. How would you describe yourself?
a. Straight/Heterosexual
b. Bisexual
c. Gay/Lesbian
d. Unsure
e. Other (specify) _____________
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CERTAINTY AND RELEVANCE QUESTIONNAIRE
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1. How certain are you that you can complete a task in which you have to solve
various word problems?
2. How certain are you that you can do well on a task in which you have to solve
various word problems?
3. On a scale of 1 to 5, how relevant are each of these domain to your selfesteem?
1

2

3

Not at all

4

5
Very

1) ___General intelligence
2) ___Verbal ability
3) ___Having a good personality
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NARCISSISTIC PERSONALITY INVENTORY-40
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This inventory consists of a number of pairs of statements with which you may or may
not identify.
Consider this example:
A. I like having authority over people
B. I don't mind following orders
Which of these two statements is closer to your own feelings about yourself? If you
identify more with "liking to have authority over people" than with "not minding
following orders", then you would choose option A. You may identify with both A and
B. In this case you should choose the statement which seems closer to yourself. Or, if
you do not identify with either statement, select the one which is least objectionable or
remote. In other words, read each pair of statements and then choose the one that is
closer to your own feelings. Please do not skip any items.

1.

A. I have a natural talent for influencing people.
B. I am not good at influencing people.

2.

A. Modesty doesn't become me.
B. I am essentially a modest person.

3.

A. I would do almost anything on a dare.
B. I tend to be a fairly cautious person.

4.

A. When people compliment me I sometimes get embarrassed.
B. I know that I am good because everybody keeps telling me so.

5.

A. The thought of ruling the world frightens the hell out of me.
B. If I ruled the world it would be a better place.
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6.

A. I can usually talk my way out of anything.
B. I try to accept the consequences of my behavior.

7.

A. I prefer to blend in with the crowd.
B. I like to be the center of attention.

8.

A. I will be a success.
B. I am not too concerned about success.

9.

A. I am no better or worse than most people.
B. I think I am a special person.

10.

A. I am not sure if I would make a good leader.
B. I see myself as a good leader.

11.

A. I am assertive.
B. I wish I were more assertive.

12.

A. I like to have authority over other people.
B. I don't mind following orders.

13.

A. I find it easy to manipulate people.
B. I don't like it when I find myself manipulating people.

14.

A. I insist upon getting the respect that is due me.
B. I usually get the respect that I deserve.

15.

A. I don't particularly like to show off my body.
B. I like to show off my body.

16.

A. I can read people like a book.
B. People are sometimes hard to understand.

17.

A. If I feel competent I am willing to take responsibility for making decisions.
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B. I like to take responsibility for making decisions.
18.

A. I just want to be reasonably happy.
B. I want to amount to something in the eyes of the world.

19.

A. My body is nothing special.
B. I like to look at my body.

20.

A. I try not to be a show off.
B. I will usually show off if I get the chance.

21.

A. I always know what I am doing.
B. Sometimes I am not sure of what I am doing.

22.

A. I sometimes depend on people to get things done.
B. I rarely depend on anyone else to get things done.

23.

A. Sometimes I tell good stories.
B. Everybody likes to hear my stories.

24.

A. I expect a great deal from other people.
B. I like to do things for other people.

25.

A. I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve.
B. I take my satisfactions as they come.

26.

A. Compliments embarrass me.
B. I like to be complimented.

27.

A. I have a strong will to power.
B. Power for its own sake doesn't interest me.

28.

A. I don't care about new fads and fashions.
B. I like to start new fads and fashions.
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29.

A. I like to look at myself in the mirror.
B. I am not particularly interested in looking at myself in the mirror.

30.

A. I really like to be the center of attention.
B. It makes me uncomfortable to be the center of attention.

31.

A. I can live my life in any way I want to.
B. People can't always live their lives in terms of what they want.

32.

A. Being an authority doesn't mean that much to me.
B. People always seem to recognize my authority.

33.

A. I would prefer to be a leader.
B. It makes little difference to me whether I am a leader or not.

34.

A. I am going to be a great person.
B. I hope I am going to be successful.

35.

A. People sometimes believe what I tell them.
B. I can make anybody believe anything I want them to.

36.

A. I am a born leader.
B. Leadership is a quality that takes a long time to develop.

37.

A. I wish somebody would someday write my biography.
B. I don't like people to pry into my life for any reason.

38.

A. I get upset when people don't notice how I look when I go out in public.
B. I don't mind blending into the crowd when I go out in public.

39.

A. I am more capable than other people.
B. There is a lot that I can learn from other people.
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40.

A. I am much like everybody else.
B. I am an extraordinary person.
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UNIDIMENSIONAL RELATIONSHIP CLOSENESS SCALE
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Instructions: The following questions refer to your relationship with your romantic
partner [friend, family member, etc.]. Please think about your relationship with your
romantic partner [friend, family member, etc.] when responding to the following
questions. Please respond to the following statements using this scale:
1
2
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

3

4

5

1. My relationship with _____ is close.
2. When we are apart, I miss _____ a great deal.
3. _____ and I disclose important personal things to each other.
4. _____ and I have a strong connection.
5. _____ and I want to spend time together.
6. I’m sure of my relationship with my _____.a
7. _____ is a priority in my life.
8. _____ and I do a lot of things together.
9. When I have free time I choose to spend it alone with _____.
10. I think about _____ a lot.
11. My relationship with _____ is important in my life.
12. I consider _____ when making important decisions
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6

7

RUSBULT INVESTMENT SCALE
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Satisfaction Level Facet and Global Items
1. Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each of the following statements
regarding your current relationship (circle an answer for each item).
Don’t Agree At All

Slightly Agree

Agree Moderately

Agree Complete

(a) My partner fulfills my needs for intimacy (sharing personal thoughts, secrets,
etc.)
(b) My partner fulfills my needs for companionship (doing things together,
enjoying each other’s company, etc.)
(c) My partner fulfills my sexual needs (holding hands, kissing, etc.)
(d) My partner fulfills my needs for security (feeling trusting, comfortable in a
stable relationship, etc.)
(e) My partner fulfills my needs for emotional involvement (feeling emotionally
attached, feeling good when another feels good, etc.)
0

1

Do Not Agree At All

2

3

4

5

6

Agree Somewhat

7

8

Agree Completely

2. I feel satisfied with our relationship (please circle a number).
3. My relationship is much better than others’ relationships.
4. My relationship is close to ideal.
5. Our relationship makes me very happy.
6. Our relationship does a good job of fulfilling my needs for intimacy,
companionship, etc.

Quality of Alternatives Facet and Global Items
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1. Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each statement regarding the
fulfillment of each need in alternative relationships (e.g., by another dating partner,
friends, family).
Don’t Agree At All

Slightly Agree

Agree Moderately

Agree Completely

(a) My needs for intimacy (sharing personal thoughts, secrets, etc.) could be
fulfilled in alternative relationships
(b) My needs for companionship (doing things together, enjoying each other’s
company, etc.) could be fulfilled in alternative relationships
(c) My sexual needs (holding hands, kissing, etc.) could be fulfilled in alternative
relationships
(d) My needs for security (feeling, trusting, comfortable in a stable relationship,
etc.) could be fulfilled in alternative relationships
(e) My needs for emotional involvement (feeling emotionally attached, feeling
good when another feels good, etc.) could be fulfilled in alternative relationships
0
Do Not Agree At All

1

2

3

4

Agree Somewhat

5

6

7

8

Agree Completely

2. The people other than my partner with whom I might become involved are very
appealing (please circle a number).
3. My alternatives to our relationship are close to ideal (dating another, spending
time with friends or on my own, etc.).
4. If I weren’t dating my partner, I would do fine-I would find another appealing
person to date.
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5. My alternatives are attractive to me (dating another, spending time with friends
or on my own, etc.).
6. My needs for intimacy, companionship, etc., could easily be fulfilled in an
alternative relationship.

Investment Size Facet and Global Items
1. Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each of the following statements
regarding your current relationship (circle an answer for each item).
Don’t Agree At All

Slightly Agree

Agree Moderately

Agree Complete

(a) I have invested a great deal of time in our relationship.
(b) I have told my partner many private things about myself (I disclose secrets to
him/her)
(c) My partner and I have an intellectual life together that would be difficult to
replace
(d) My sense of personal identity (who I am) is linked to my partner and our
relationship memories
(e) My partner and I share many memories
0
Do Not Agree At All

1

2

3

4

5

Agree Somewhat

6

7

8

Agree Completely

2. I have put a great deal into our relationship that I would lose if the relationship
were to end
3. Many aspects of my life have become linked to my partner (recreational
activities, etc.), and I would lose all of this if we were to break up.
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4. I feel very involved in our relationship-like I have put a great deal into it.
5. My relationships with friends and family members would be complicated if my
partner and I were to break up (e.g., partner is friends with people I care about).
6. Compared to other people I know, I have invested a great deal in my
relationship with my partner.

Commitment Level Items
0

1

Do Not Agree At All

2

3

4

5

6

Agree Somewhat

7

8

Agree Completely

1. I want our relationship to last for a very long time (please circle a number).
2. I am committed to maintaining my relationship with my partner.
3. I would not feel very upset if our relationship were to end in the near future.
4. It is likely that I will date someone other than my partner within the next year.
5. I feel very attached to our relationship-very strongly linked to my partner.
6. I want our relationship to last forever.
7. I am oriented toward the long-term future of my relationship (for example, I
imagine being with my partner several years from now).
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INCLUSION OF OTHER IN SELF SCALE
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Please indicate the picture that best describes your current relationship with your
friend/romantic partner:
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THE ATTENTIVENESS TO ALTERNATIVES INDEX
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Please consider how OFTEN or SELDOM each of the following statements
applies to you. Rate each statement using this scale:
1
Never

2
Often

3
Seldom

4
Occasionally

1. I am distracted by other people that I find attractive.
2. I flirt with people of the opposite sex without mentioning my partner.
3. I'm very aware that there are plenty more "fish in the sea."
4. I'm interested in having an affair.
5. I go out socially with opposite sex friends without telling my partner.
6. I rarely notice other good-looking or attractive people. [reverse-scored]
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5
Always

SHORT-FORM IQ TASK
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1. Rearrange the following letters to make a word and choose the category in which it
fits.
RAPETEKA
A. city
B. fruit
C. bird
D. vegetable
2. Find the answer that best completes the analogy
people : democracy :: wealthy :
A. oligarchy
B. oligopoly
C. plutocracy
D. timocracy
E. autocracy
3. Find the answer that best completes the analogy
languages : meaning :: philology :
A. erudition
B. philosophy
C. ethics
D. semantics
E. grammar
4. Find two words, one from each group, that are closest in meaning.
Group A
Group B
raise
top
floor
elevate
stairs
basement
A. raise and elevate
B. raise and top
C. floor and basement
D. stairs and top
E. floor and elevate
5. Which number should come next in this series?
25,24,22,19,15
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A. 4
B. 5
C. 10
D. 14
6. Which number should come next in this series?
3,5,8,13,21,
A. 4
B. 21
C. 31
D. 34

7. Which number should replace the question mark?
17
13
6
10

8
7
12
6

5
5
6
4

A. 4
B. 5
C. 6
D. 7
8. Which diagram results from folding the diagram on the left?

9. Which of the cubes is the same as the unfolded cube below?
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5
4
3
?

A
B
C
D
10. Which one of the Rubik's cube below can be part of the sequence?

A

B

C

D

11. Pick the piece that's missing from the diagram below

A
B
12. Which figure is the odd one out?

C

13. Which of the following figures is the odd one out?
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D

14. How many four sided shapes does this diagram have?

A. 5-10
B. 11-15
C. 16-20
D. 21-25
E. 26-30
15. Which word does not belong?
apple, marmalade, orange, cherry, grape
A. apple
B. marmalade
C. orange
D. cherry
E. grape
16. Which number does not belong?
4
17
18
322

32
28
64
14
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144
122
188
202

17. At the end of a banquet 10 people shake hands with each other. How many
handshakes will there be in total?
A. 100
B. 20
C. 45
D. 50
E. 90
18. The day before the day before yesterday is three days after Saturday. What day is it
today?
A. Monday
B. Tuesday
C. Wednesday
D. Thursday
E. Friday
19. Which number should come next in the series
1, 3, 6, 10, 15…
A. 8
B. 11
C. 24
D. 21
E. 27
20. Find the picture that follows logically from the diagrams to the right.
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RECRUITMENT FLYER
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ARE YOU IN A ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP?
DO YOU WANT TO LEARN MORE ABOUT YOURSELF
AND YOUR PATNER?

Come complete our study!
Our work aims to explore how certain personality traits influence romantic
relationship satisfaction, closeness, and duration. If you want to discover things
about yourself and your romantic relationship, this is the study for you! It’s
simple:
1. Schedule a time
2. Come to our lab to complete two surveys and a task. It will not take more
than 90 minutes to complete.

Do this and you could win

$100
or

$250
You MUST be 18 years or older and MUST be in a monogamous romantic
relationship for at least three months to participate.

To schedule a time to come to the lab or for more information, contact
Alison Patev at ajp381@msstate.edu.
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ONLINE RECRUITMENT INFORMATION
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM
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Mississippi State University
Informed Consent Form for Participation in Research
Title of Research Study: Personality Factors and Romantic Relationship State
Study Site: Magruder Hall, Room 325
Researchers: Alison J. Patev, Mississippi State University
Dr. Kristina Hood, Mississippi State University
Purpose
Past research has shown that personality factors are very important to the functioning and
maintenance of romantic relationships. The purpose of this research is to explore how
various personality factors impact romantic relationships state.
Procedures
This is a study regarding personality factors and romantic relationships. After reading and
signing this form, you will be asked to take a survey online. This should take about half
an hour to complete. Researchers will then explain the task that you and your partner will
be completing. After, you will each complete our task: a 20 question online test
measuring verbal ability, leadership skills, and general intelligence. You will have 15
minutes to complete this task. You and your partner must complete this separately.
Once you have completed this task, researchers will talk to both you and your partner
individually and share the results of the test. After you have been given feedback, you
will be asked to take another online questionnaire, again assessing personality factors and
romantic relationships. You will have seen parts of this questionnaire before, as it
includes the same questions about your romantic relationship that you answered in the
first survey. We are having you fill these out again to get a more reliable assessment of
your romantic relationship.
Risks or Discomforts
In this study, we will be asking you to complete a task that measures verbal skills,
leadership ability, and general intelligence. Upon completion, we will be giving you
feedback regarding your performance. It is unlikely but possible that our task may cause
you frustration or may cause you to feel poorly about yourself. Likewise, our feedback
may cause changes in your self-esteem or may otherwise discourage you. Performance on
the task may also cause tension between you and your romantic partner, as your
performance will be compared to theirs.

Benefits
This study may have benefits as well. After completing our task, you may feel satisfied
and happy with your performance. You may also experience an increase in self-esteem
and happiness after hearing your feedback. This experience may also serve to bond you
and your romantic partner closer together. Research has shown that trying new things
together can serve to strengthen a romantic relationship (Self-Expansion Model; Aron &
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Aron, 1996). Lastly, you can continue to feel good that you are helping us advance
romantic relationship science!
Incentive to participate
FOR PRP PARTICIPANTS: For your participation in our study, you may choose one of
two possible incentives. First, you may elect to be entered in our raffle to win either a
$100 gift card or a $250 gift card. The second option is receiving two PRP extra credit
points towards a general psychology course or other psychology course of your choice to
be granted via SONA-Systems. You may only choose one option.
FOR NON-PRP PARTICIPANTS: For your participation in our study, you will be
entered in a raffle to win either a $100 or $250 gift card. You may only win one of the
two gift cards.
Please know that if at any time during the study you feel uncomfortable or do not
wish to continue, you may leave without being penalized.
Confidentiality
The records of this study will be kept private. In any sort of report we might publish, we
will not include any information that will make it possible to identify a subject. Research
records will be kept in a locked file on password-protected computers, and only
researchers will have access to the records. A code number will be used to identify
participants. This code number will only be released to investigators in this study. This
survey is conducted on-line so no code numbers will be linked with names or faces by the
experimenters. Only SONA-Systems records your participation.
Your name and identifying information will not be connected in any way to your
responses in this study. The online system will automatically grant you credit when you
submit your responses by separately submitting your PRP Identity Code back to the
SONA system while your responses are sent to a different database for retrieval by the
researcher. If you are participating in a lab study (in-person research), be sure to bring
your “Identity Code” (available under the “My Profile” tab on the PRP website) with you
to the study, so that you may be granted credit.
Please note that these records will be held by a state entity and therefore are subject to
disclosure if required by law. Research information may be shared with the MSU
Institutional Review Board (IRB) and the Office for Human Research Protections
(OHRP).
Questions
If you have any questions about this research project, please feel free to contact Alison J.
Patev at ajp381@msstate.edu or her advisor, Dr. Kristina Hood at
khood@psychology.msstate.edu
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For questions regarding your rights as a research participant, or to discuss problems,
express concerns or complaints, request information, or offer input, please feel free to
contact the MSU Research Compliance Office by phone at 662-325-3994, by e-mail at
irb@research.msstate.edu, or on the web at
http://orc.msstate.edu/humansubjects/participant/.
Voluntary Participation
Again, please understand that your participation is voluntary. This means that your
refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitled. You may discontinue your participation at any time without
penalty or loss of benefits.
Please take all the time you need to read through this document and decide
whether you would like to participate in this research study.

If you agree to participate in this research study, please sign below.
You will be given a copy of this form for your records.
________________________________
Participant
Signature

__________

Date
________________________________
__________
Date

Investigator Signature
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DEBRIEFING SHEET
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PERSONALITY FACTORS AND ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIPS
CLOSING INFORMATION SHEET
Please take a minute to read through this section, as it contains important
information regarding the study and the true purpose of the study.
Thank you for completing our study on personality factors and romantic
relationships. In this study, we were actually exploring how people react to being
compared to their romantic partners, and what role personality trait narcissism has on
those reactions. Personality trait narcissism is, as the name implies, a part of one’s
personality and is measured by one’s score on the Narcissistic Personality Inventory.
Some people naturally have higher levels of narcissism than others. Past research (e.g.
Nicholls & Stukas, 2011) has shown that individuals higher in trait narcissism tend to
react differently when they are outperformed by friends than individuals lower in
narcissism. This study seeks to find if a similar reaction occurs when individuals higher
in trait narcissism are compared to a romantic partner.
You should know that the task that you completed was a fake IQ task, and the
results we gave you are NOT indicative of your true intelligence or verbal and leadership
abilities. The results were an experimental manipulation, and do not represent your true
capabilities. We will not be assessing the results of your IQ task, as they have no
relevance to our research. If you have further questions about this task and the results we
gave you, please ask!
We ask you to please not reveal the details of this study with your friends, family,
or classmates. We ask this so we can ensure that other participants will act naturally
when they come in to participate. If other participants know the purpose of our work,
they may act in ways that will skew our results.
If you would like more information about romantic relationships, there is a great
site for information on romantic relationships called “The Science of Relationships”
(http://www.scienceofrelationships.com/). It provides you with research-based answers
to all of your relationship questions.
If you experience any discomfort or distress following the completion of this
study, you are encouraged to contact the University counseling services at 662-325-2091
or visit their website at www.health.msstate.edu/scs
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, please feel free to
contact the primary investigator, Alison J. Patev at ajp381@msstate.edu or her advisor,
Dr. Kristina Hood at khood@psychology.msstate.edu.
Again, thank you for your participation in our study! Your time is valuable,
and we appreciate you giving it to help us with our work!
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INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL
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October 7, 2014
Alison Patev
Psychology
Mailstop 9514
RE: HRPP Study #14-291: Personality Factors and Romantic Relationships State
Dear Ms. Patev:
This email serves as official documentation that the above referenced project was reviewed and
approved via expedited review for a period of 10/7/2014 through 9/15/2015 in accordance with 45 CFR
46.110 #7. Please note the expiration date for approval of this project is 9/15/2015. If additional time is
needed to complete the project, you will need to submit a Continuing Review Request form 30 days
prior to the date of expiration. Any modifications made to this project must be submitted for approval
prior to implementation. Forms for both Continuing Review and Modifications are located on our
website at http://www.orc.msstate.edu/humansubjects/forms/.
Any failure to adhere to the approved protocol could result in suspension or termination of your project.
Please note that t! he HRPP reserves the right, at anytime, to observe you and any associated
researchers as they conduct the project and audit research records associated with this project.
Please note that the MSU HRPP accreditation for our human subjects protection program requires an
approval stamp for consent forms. The approval stamp will assist in ensuring the HRPP approved
version of the consent form is used in the actual conduct of research. Your stamped consent form will
be attached in a separate email. You must use the stamped consent form for obtaining consent
from participants.
Please refer to your study number (#14-291) when contacting our office regarding this project.
We wish you the very best of luck in your research and look forward to working with you again. If you
have questions or concerns, please contact Jodi Roberts at jroberts@orc.msstate.edu or call 662-3252238. In addition, we would greatly appreciate your feedback on the HRPP appr! oval process. Please
take a few minutes to complete our survey at http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/YZC7QQD.
Sincerely,

Jodi Roberts, Ph.D.
IRB Officer
cc: Kristina Hood (Advisor)
SONA
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